Political science graduate students need to develop strong skills in drafting empirical research manuscripts. Yet, many graduate student manuscripts contain similar shortcomings, which require student peers, faculty advisors, and journal referees to produce the same comments for multiple manuscripts. This article lists common comments on empirical research manuscripts, as a reference to help students revise their manuscripts before presentation to others for review, so that reviewers can focus on the more substantive elements of a manuscript, thus producing better manuscripts that are more likely to be published and thus contribute to knowledge about political phenomena.
script that describes the research; journal referees also comment on whether the manuscript and its reported research are important enough to be published in that journal. Journals are ranked by impact factors that indicate the mean number of citations received by articles in the journal, so the editor who ultimately makes the reject-or-publish decision is likely to be more interested in broad and potentially influential manuscripts than in narrow and potentially noninfluential manuscripts. The manuscript title is the first opportunity to signal the breadth and importance of the manuscript, so the manuscript title should not be phrased in hyperspecific language, such as "The Effect of Public Opinion Polls on Presidential Vetoes in Freedonia, 2000 Freedonia, -2005 ," which implies a narrowly focused and less-theoretically developed manuscript concerning one type of executivelegislative interaction in one particular country during one particular time; instead, titles should indicate the most general level at which the theory can legitimately be applied, such as "The Effect of Public Opinion on Executive-Legislative Conflict." 2. General titles can be supplemented with a subtitle to indicate the contours of the research, such as "The Effect of Public Opinion on Executive-Legislative Conflict: Presidential Vetoes in Freedonia, 2000 Freedonia, -2005 ." But the title should not include the much-less-common technique of multiple subtitles, such as "I'm Against It: The Effect of Public Opinion on ExecutiveLegislative Conflict: Presidential Vetoes in Freedonia, [2000] [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] ." A three-headed title might not be incorrect, but a general rule for graduate students is to avoid stylistic choices that are not commonly made by others in the field. 4. The introduction should justify the manuscript and the reader's attention to the manuscript and make the case-not merely assert-that the research concerns an important and/or interesting phenomenon that has been covered incompletely or incorrectly in the literature. 5. The first substantive section of an empirical research manuscript is the introduction, so there is no need to label the introduction as "Introduction" unless manuscript sections are numbered or unless required by the formatting rules of the intended journal. 6. Empirical research manuscripts have a standard template:
introduction, theory, hypotheses, research design, results, and conclusion. Unless the manuscript has a unique structure, there is no need for the introduction to conclude with a roadmap, such as "in the first section, I do this; in the second section, I do that." Readers are most likely prepared for the manuscript to conclude with a conclusion that offers some concluding thoughts.
LITERATURE REVIEW
7. The literature review can be placed into its own section or integrated into the introduction or the theory section. In all cases, the literature review should not merely report a history of research on the topic of the manuscript; rather, the literature review should situate the research reported in the manuscript into the literature on the topic so readers are informed of the manuscript's relationship to the broader literature. For example, if the purpose of the manuscript is to address mixed research findings, then the literature review should support the assertion that the research is mixed.
THEORY
8. Theory is not background facts, a definition, restatement of the hypotheses, or implications of the hypotheses; theory provides an explanation for the expected correctness or incorrectness of the hypotheses. 9. The theory should be conceptualized at the most general level possible and any mention of the observations that were used to test the theory should be postponed until the research design section. For example, based on the previously mentioned hypothetical manuscript on the effect of public opinion on presidential vetoes in 
RESEARCH DESIGN
19. The research design should be described in enough detail to permit replication of the research using only the descriptions and directions provided in the manuscript or appendices. For enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis of no effect, so inferences based on the direction of nonstatistically significant coefficients should be offered cautiously or not at all. 40. The behavior of control variables that behave as expected do not need to be discussed, but it might be a good idea to mention-and perhaps attempt to explain-the behavior of control variables that do not behave as expected. 41. Many readers of the manuscript will not remember the substance of the hypotheses, so the manuscript should not report that the results provide evidence for H 2 ; instead, the manuscript should restate the hypothesis and report whether results provide evidence for the hypothesis.
CONCLUSION 42. The conclusion should review the main findings, indicate the contribution of the research, and speculate on implications of the findings. Suggesting avenues for future research is less constructive and less important.
FOOTNOTES
43. Each footnote is an interruption, so footnotes should be limited. The most justifiable footnote is a methodological note that provides information required to replicate or assess the research design or results, such as a list of countries included in a sample. The least justifiable footnote is a substantive note that develops an argument from the main text or provides a counter-argument to an argument from the main text; if the content of a substantive footnote is necessary for the reader to understand the argument of the manuscript, then the content of the footnote should be included in the main text; otherwise, the footnote can be eliminated. 45. Appendices should contain information that is not necessary to understand the flow of the manuscript, but is necessary for replicating or assessing the results, or is otherwise relevant to the manuscript, such as the presentation of robustness check results.
TABLES AND FIGURES
46. The independent variables in a table or figure should be listed in the order that the variables are discussed in the manuscript, with the explanatory variables listed first and controls listed second. multiple tables with the same set of independent variables should be combined, and tables should omit redundant statistics, such as t-statistics and p-values if standard errors are already reported. 50. Graphs of phenomena with a meaningful zero point that do not start at zero foster a misperception about relative levels of the variables in relation to each other: for example, 30% appears to be half of 60% only if the axis starts at zero. Such graph axes should therefore start at zero or have a broken axis to indicate that relative lengths are misleading.
IN-TEXT CITATIONS
51. In-text citations should be included for any claim that needs justification that is not justified in the manuscript itself. 52. In-text citations interrupt the flow of a sentence, so sentences should be phrased so that in-text citations appear at the end of the sentence, if possible. 53. Ordering of multiple citations in the same parentheses that is not consistently alphabetical or chronological suggests a lack of consideration to the citations and to the manuscript. 54. One to three in-text citations are typically sufficient to justify a claim; long citation lists should be shortened or moved to a footnote to improve manuscript readability. .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 59. Precision in the wording of empirical research manuscripts is more important than spicing up the manuscript with unnecessary variations in wording because multiple words to describe a single thing can create confusion for the reader. For example, a manuscript might use protest and demonstration to describe the same phenomenon, but the variety gained in alternating between protest and demonstration would not be worth the increase in ambiguity for readers who think that demonstration might be used to indicate a subset of protest activity. 60. Multiple direct quotations suggest that the writer has not taken the time or put forth the effort to summarize the quotations, so direct quotations should be omitted unless the precise wording of the quotation is critical to an argument or unless the precise wording is necessary to protect against criticism that the quoted words have been misrepresented. 61. There is no need to introduce an unfamiliar acronym that is not used again or is used again only sparingly: the space that the acronym saves is not worth the extra effort that the reader must exert to remember what the unfamiliar acronym represents. 62. The manuscript should be clearly written to reduce demands on the reader. For example, use of the former and the latter to refer to previous items of contrast often requires a reader to retrace a sentence or paragraph to determine the phenomena to what the former and the latter refer. 63. There is no need to introduce editorial comments, such as describing a cited publication as important or interesting; this is even less necessary when describing research being reported in the manuscript. 64. There is no need to provide a definition that is generally accepted in the literature or the nonacademic world. Terms should be defined only if the term is a specialized term that might not be widely known or if the term is defined differently than is generally accepted. 65. Informing the reader that something will be discussed later is often a clue that the manuscript should be restructured so that the concepts and material are presented in a more logical order. 66. Questions should be rephrased into statements, when possible, because the reader has little recourse to provide an answer. 67. Manuscripts should be formatted to foster readability, which often means that the text should be aligned to the left with a ragged right edge, to avoid the inconsistent gaps of nonhyphenated full-justified text. 68. Subjects and their corresponding verbs are often better placed at the start of a sentence rather than after a lengthy introductory phrase that keeps the reader in limbo about the main idea of the sentence. Consider the alternative:
Rather than after a lengthy introductory phrase that keeps the reader in limbo about the main idea of the sentence, subjects and their corresponding verbs are often better placed at the start of a sentence.
69. Mixture of curved and straight quotation marks and apostrophes suggests that text has been uncritically copied from another location. Therefore, quotation marks in the manuscript should be revised to be consistently curved or straight. 70. Statistics that lack obvious interpretations should be placed in context. For example, if the manuscript reports that a policy is projected to increase a country's oil production by 1 million barrels per day, then the manuscript should indicate the relative effect of this increase.
CONCLUSION
Manuscripts consistent with the preceding advice are not guaranteed publication, but the risk of rejection is reduced. Even if a manuscript is intended for an initial review by departmental colleagues, preemptively revising the manuscript to address the preceding comments permits colleagues to focus on improving the substance of the manuscript, and thus producing a better manuscript that is more likely to be published and to contribute to our knowledge about political phenomena. Ⅲ
